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RELEVANT STATUTES:

INTERNAL REPORTS CHECKED:

L INTRODUCTION

AUDIT REFERRAL: 07-08
DATE REFERRED: October 26, 2007
DATE ACTIVATED: October 31, 2007

EXPIRATION OF SOL:: March 29, 2009
INTERNALLY GENERATED

Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. and Jeff
Landry in his official capacity as treasurer.

2USC. §441a
2US.C. §441b
11 CFR. § 103.3(b)
11 CER. § 110.1(b)
11 CER. § 110.1(k)

Audit Documents -
Disclosure Reports

None

This matter was generatod by a Commission sudit pursuant to 2 U.S.C. § 438(b) of Craig
Romero for Congress, Inc. (“the Committee™) covering the period of March 22, 2004 through
December 21, 2004. The Commission approved the Final Audit Report of the Committee on
October 3, 2007, and on October 23, 2007, the Audit Division referred Findings 1 and 2 of the
Report 10 the Offioe of the General Counsel for cnforoement. Besed on the information set forth
mmmmmmmmmwmmmﬁmw '

as follows:

o The Committes violated 2 US.C. lﬂlﬂdwwmm
prohibited by 2 U.S.C. § 441b. Ses Attachment 1 at 7-8
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o The Committee violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f) by knowingly accepting contributions
exceeding the limits set forth in 2 US.C. § 441a(s). Ses Attachment 1 at 9-12.
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AR 07-08
First General Counsel’s Report

1.  OpenaMURin AR 07-08;

2.  Find reason to believe that Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. and Jeff Landry, in
his official capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b(a);

3.  Find reason to believe that Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. and Jeff Landry, in
his official capacity as treasurer, violated 2 U.8.C. § 441a(f);

4. Approve as Factual and Logal Analyses the Report of the Audit Division on Craig
Romero for Congress, Inc., dated October 23, 2007;
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First General Counsel’s Report

7. Approve the appropriate letters.

Thomasenia P. Duncan
General Counsel

Kathleen M. Guith
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Report of the
Audit Division on

CrngomeroforCongrus. , Inc,
March 22, 2004 - December 31, 2004 ¢

Why the Audit About the Campaign (p.2)
Was Done Craig Romero for Congress, Inc. (CRC) is the principal
Federsl law permits the campaign committes for Craig Romero, Republican candidate
Commission to conduct thS.hhmdlmﬂmﬁmhmof
audits and fleld Louisiana, 3" District and is headquartered in Baton Rouge,
investigations of sny Louisiana. For more information, #ge the chart on Campeign
is required to flle that P2

to
Foderal Blection o Recelpts .
Campaign Act (the o Individoals $ 946,854
Act). The Commission o Other Political Committees 15,743
genenally conducts such o Loan from Candidate 70,000
sudits when a o Other Receipts 2,350
committee appears not o Total Receipts . $ 1,034,947
to have met the ¢ Disbursements .
threshold o Openating Expenditures $912,24
for substantial © Refund of Contributions 69,606
mqjﬂ,ﬂg o Loan Repayments 45,000
Act.” The sudit o Total Disbursements - . $ 1,026,530
determines whether the .
committes complied Findings and Recommendations (p.3)
with the Emitations, o Receipt of Prohibited Contributions (Finding 1)
prohibitions and ¢ Receipt of Excessive Contributions (Finding 2)
disclosure o Failure to Maintain Receipt Documentation (Finding 3)
of the Act. e Failure 1o Disclose Occupstion and Naine of Employer
Future Action Failore ‘l))lnhumhiiélﬁthfmnmmndi

e 0 3

‘The Commission may . ' oo "3
initiate an enforcement '
action, at a later time,
with respect to any of
the matters discussed in
this report.
' 2U.8.C M350 - -
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Part I
Background

Authority for Audit

This report is based on an audit of Craig Romero for Congress, Inc., undertaken by the
Audit Division of the Federal Election Commission (the Commission) in accordance with
the Federal Blection Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (the Act). The Audit Division
conducted the audit pursuant to 2 U.S.C. §438(b), which permits the Commission to
conduct audits and field investigations of any political committes that is required to file a
report under 2 U.S.C. §434. Prior to conducting any audit under this subsection, the
Commission must perform an internal review of repcicts filed by selected committees to
determine if the reports filed by & particular committes moet the threshold requirements
for substantial compliance with the Act. 2 U.S.C. §438(b).

Scope of Audit

This audit examines:

1. The receipt of excessive contributions and loans.

2. The receipt of contributiosis from prohibited sources.

3. The disclosure of contributions received.

4. ‘The disclosure of disbursements, debts and

5. mmmymwﬁmmmm
6. The completeness of records.

7. Other committee operations necessary to the review.

Page . ___or IS
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Part II

Overview of Campaign
Campaign Organization
_Important Dates wh
_s_Dato of Registration ApclB.2008
e Audit Covorage uniﬁﬁﬁyoumunnﬁﬁ
_Headquarters Baton Rouge, LA _
e Bank Depositoties 1
¢ Bank Accounts 3
Treasurer —
e Troasurer When Audit Was Conducted Joff Landry .
o _Treasurer During Period Covered by Audit | William C. Potter
— —
o _Attended FEC Campaign Finance Seminar | No
e Used Commonly Available Campaign
t Software Yes
e Who Hadled Accounting and -
Recordkeeping Tasks Paid Consultants
Overview of Financial Activity
(Audited Amounts) o
_Cash on hand @ March 22, 2004 80
o Individuals 946,834
o Other Political Commitiees 15,743
o gﬂ:ﬁum _70,000
O Hﬂ ___2&_
_Total Recsipts $19349547
o _Opecating Exponditus 912224
o Refund of Contributions 69,606
o _Loan Repaymeuts _45,000
_Tetal Disbursements
Cash on hand @ December 31, 2004 $8.117

of IS
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Part III
Summaries
Findings and Recommendations

1. -Receipt of Prohibited Contributions
CRC received contributions from limited lisbility compenies (LLCs) and apparent
corporate entities totaling $63,195. CRC refunded $30.903 of the contributions, leaving
$32,292 in unresolved apparent prohibited contributions. The Audit staff recommended
that CRC provide documentation demonstrating the contributions were not from
prohibited sources or refund $32,292 and provide copies of all negotiated refund checks.
In response, CRC domonstrated that $22,900 was from permissible sources and $9,292

" was refunded; leaving only $100 unresolved. (Pwmtni_l.mp.S) e

2. Receipt of Excessive Contributions
A review of contributions from individuals revealed thet CRC received $116,208 in
potential excessive contributions. Of this amount $46,969 was refunded, however the
refunds were not timely. The Andit staff recommended CRC demonstrate that the
remaining contributions ($69,219) were not excessive: Absent such evidence, the Audit
staff recommended CRC send notices to the contributors informing them of the
presumptive redesignation/reattribution of their contributions and offer a refund of the
excessive portion. If any contributors could not be located, or if any refund check was
not negotiated by the contributors, it was recommended that the sum of those excessive
contributions be paid to the United States Treasury. In response, CRC described the
procedures implemented to ensure complisnce with contribution limitations, but took
none of the recommended actions. (For more detsil, see p. 7)

3. Fallure to Maintain Receipt Documentation
A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $30 indicated that 38%
either could not be associated with copies of contribution checks or lacked the necessary
records. The Audit staff recommended CRC provide the mizsing records or any
conunents it may have relative to this matter. In response, CRC stated that the campaign
copied and maintained 100% of contributor checks and could not understand why the
suditors could not match contributions to copies of checks. (For more detail, ses p. 10)

Finding 4. Failure to Disclose Occupation and Name of
Em

Contributions from individuals were reviewed on a sample basis. For itemized
contributions, the review indicated that CRC failed to discloss the cocupation and/or the
name of the employer for 30% of the contributions. Theso was no documentation to
indicate CRC used best efforts to obtain, maintain and submit the missing contributor
information. The Audit staff recommendod CRC demonstrate that best efforts were made
or contact each contributor for whom the sequired information is missing and amend its
reports to disclose any information obtsined. In response, CRC filed amexided reports
disclosing the necessary contributor information. (For more detell, see p. 11)

amncaavt—0
P._Lu.L
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Finding 5. Failure to Disclose Disbursement Information
A sample review of operating expenditures revealed that CRC failed to disclose the

vendor address for 41% of the items tested. A

majority of the missing addresses were

contsined on vendor invoices found in CRC's files. In response, CRC filed amended

reports. (For more detail, see p. 13)

!
=




Part IV
Findings and Recommendations

Finding 1. ww . ]

10044261551

Summary -

CRC received contributions from limited liability companies (L1.Cs) and apparent
corporate entitles totaling $63,195. CRC refunded $30,903 of the contributions, leaving
$32,292 in unresolved apparent prohibited contributions. The Andit staff recommended
that CRC provide documentation demonstrating the contributions were not from
prohibited sources or refund $32,292 and provide copies of all negotiated refund checks.
hm@CWMS&MuﬁmMmdﬂm
was refunded; leaving only $100 unresoived,

Legnl Standard
A. Receipt of Prehibited Contributions - General Prohibition. Candidates and
mmwwwmmmumum , in-kind contributions or
1. In the name of another; or
2. From the treagury funds of the following prohibited sources:

e Corporations (this moans any incorporated organization, including a non-stock
corporation, an incorporated membership organization, and an incorporated
cooperative);

e Labor Organizations;

National Banks;

¢ Federal Government Contractors (including partnerships, individuals, and sole

who have contracts with the federal government); and

¢ Foreign Nationals (including individuals who are not U.S. citizens and not
lawfully admitted for permanent residence; foreign governments and foreign
political pasties; and groups osganized under the laws of a foreign country or
groups whose principal place of business is in a foreign country, as defined in
22US.C. §611(b)). 2US.C. §54410, 441c, 4410, and 441f.

B. Definition of Limited Liability Company. A limited liability company (LLC)is a
hdmnﬁymmdun@u&hhmﬁhmhwhﬁhw

established. 11 CFR §110.1(gX1).

C. wdmmmm-nucm. A contribution
from sn LLC is subject to contribution limits and prohibitions, depending on several
factors, as explained below: .
1. LLC as Partnership. The contribution is considered a contribution from a
if the LLC chooses to be troated a8 & partuership under Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) tax rules, or if it makes no choioe at all sbout its tax status.

m-—-’————
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A partnership contribution may not exceed $2,000 per candidate, per election, and
it must be attributed to each lawful partner. ummo.lm.cb).(e)na@a)
2. LLC as Corporstion. The contribution is considered a corporate contribution—
and is barred under the Act—if the LLC chooses to be treated as a
under IRS rules, or if its shares are traded publicly. 11 CFR §110.1(gX3).
3. LLC with Single Momber. The contribution is considered a contribution from a
single individual if the LLC is a single-member LLC that has not chosen to be
treated as a corporation under IRS rules. 11 CFR §110.1(g)4).

Facts and
mnmmmmcncmmm.xmnmmm
contributions. The contributions were received from limited lisbility companies and
corporate entities. CRC refunded $20,403 of the prohibited contributions, although the
refunds were not made timely.

Limited Liability Companies are permitied to contribute to political committees;
however, it is the responsibility of the LLC to affirm eligibility. No documentation
regarding the permiasibility of the contributions from the LLCs was made available for
review. With respect to the contributions received from the apparent corporate entities,
the Audit staf? verified the corporate status with the Louisiana Office of the Secretary of
State. The prohibited contributions wese not deposited into a separate bank account but
CRC maintsined sufficient funds to make the necessary refunds.

MﬂunhmfmhMtMmNﬂCﬁhnMdhw'

prohibited contributions. In response to their questions, the Audit staff advised CRC of
the documentation required from the L1L.Cs. Subsequent to the exit conference, CRC -
refunded an additional $10,500 and provided copies of refands checks (front only).

Interim Audit Report Recommendation and Commiftee Response
The Audit staff recommended that CRC demonstrate that the remalning prohibiwed
contributions, totaling $32,292 ($63,195 - $20,403 - $10,500), were not from prohibited
sources. Absent such demonstration, CRC was to refund $32,292 and provide copies of
the negotiated refund checks. Additionally, it was recommended that CRC provide
copies of the negotiated checks, totaling $10,500, supporting the refunds made
subsequent 10 the exit conference. If funds were not avallable to make the necossary
refunds, CRC was advised to disclose the contributions requiriing refund on Schidule D
mumwmmwm»mwm ’

_In responss to the intetim audit report, CRC contacted contributors by fax, letter or

to determins if the contributions were from permissible sourcés. CRC made
available coples of sigaed statements from represcntatives of the LLC's regarding source
of funds. As a sesult of its efforts, CRC demonstrated that contributions totaling $22,900
was from permissible sources; $9,292 was from impermissible sousoes; leaving only
$100 unresolved. mmmamwuwmm -
wmmmm.mm.m +sw.soo).

{
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| Finding 2. Receipt of Excessive Contributions l

Summary

A review of ocontributions from individuals revealed that CRC received $116,208 in
potential excessive contributions. Of this amount $46,989 was refunded, however the
refunds were not timely. The Audit staff recommendéd CRC demonstrate that the
remaining contributions ($69,219) were not excessive. Absent such evidence, the Audit
staff recommended CRC send notices to the contributors informing them of the
presumptive redesignation/reattribution of their contributions and offer a refund of the
excessive portion. If any contributors could not be located, or if any refund check was
not negotiated by the contributars, it was recommended that the sum of those excessive
contributions be paid to the United States Treasury. In response, CRC described the

mwmmmmmmmmum
none of the recommended actions

Leogal 8tandard
A. Authorized Committes Limits: An authorized commitiee may not receive more

than a total of $2,000 per election from any one person. 2 U.S.C. §441a(a)(1XA) and 11
CFR §110.1(a) and (b).

B. Handling Contributions That Appear Excessive. If a committes receives a
contribution that appears to be exoessive, the commities must either:
e Retum the questionsble contribution to the donor; or
e Deposit the contribution and keep enough money on hand to cover all potential
mzmnuquummmuum 11 CFR §103.30)(3)
and (

The excessive portion may also be redesignated to another election or reattribused to
another contributor as explained below.

C. Redesignation of Excessive Contributions. The committee may ask the contributor
to redesignate the excess portion of the contribution for use in another election.
¢ The committes must, within 60 days of receipt of the contribution, obtain and
m-wmmmmnmu-ma
the excessive portion may be requested; or
o Refund the excessive amount. 11 CFR §§110.1(b)X(S), uomxz)nd
103.3(bX3)-

Notwithstanding the above, when an authorized palitical conmmittee receives an exoessive
coatribution from an individual or & non-multi-candidate committes, the commities may

presumptively redesignate the excessive portion to the general clection if the
contribution:
o Is made before that candidate’s primary election;

e s not designated in writing for a particular election;
o Would be excessive if treated as a primary election contribution; and

/
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° mWMMmmmmbMuymmbNm
L

mmmmmwlynddthMwMond&pml
election contribution back to the primary election if the amount redesignated does not
exceed the committee’s primary net debt position.

The committee is required to notify the contributor in writing of the redesignation within
60 days of the treasurer’s receipt of the contribution and must offer the contributor the
option to receive a refund instead. For this action to be valid, the commitses must retain
copies of the notices sent. 11 CFR §110.1(bXS)1i)XB) & (C) and (IX4){).

D. Resttribution of Excessive Contributions. When an authorized commitioe receives
an excessive contribution, the commities may ask the contributor if the contribution was
intended to be a joint contribution from more than one person. ..
. Mcomimmwmwdmdmpﬁhmmwm.mnmd
retain a reattribution letter signed by all contributors; or
¢ Refund the excessive contribution. ucmnnona:xa). 1101(1)(3)nnd
1033()(3).

NMMMmMnmmMmmdemnwﬁm
instrument that is imprinted with the names of more than one individual may be attributed
among the individuals listed unless instructed otherwise by the contributor(s). The
comnittes must inform each contributor:
e Of how the contribution was attributed; and
o That the contributor may instead request a refund of the excessive amount. 11
CFR §110.1(k)(3)AXB).

hmbmmhuﬂdﬂnmmmmmofMMM 11CFR
§110.1(0)4)@)-

E. Contributions to candidates; designations and redesignations. A contribution
shall be considered to be designated in writing for a particular election if:

o The contribution is made by check, money order or other negotiable instrument
which clearly indicates the particular election with respect to which the
contribution is made;

¢ The contribution is accompanied by writing, signed by the contributor, which
cloarly indicated the particular election with respect to which the contribution was
made. 11 CFR $110.1(b)4)() and Gi).

F. Advisory Opinion 1950-30. In the advisory opinion, the Commission stated that,

“the contributor would bo ablo to effectuate a designation by retuming a proprinted form
supplied by the soliciting committee that clearly states the election to which the

contribution will be applied, provided that the contributor signa the form and sends it to
mmwmum

l
ATTACHMENT.
Pape 10 _or IS
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Facts and Analysis
mawcnnmmumcmwsnmmpoumymm
contributions. All excessive contributions were received before the primary election.
CRC designated the excessive portions to the general election and subsequent run-off
election based on its opinion concerning the contributors’ intent. t should be noted that
the Candidate was not in the run-off election.

Included with each solicitation was a “fact sheet,” that informed the contributor that the
contribution limitation was $2,000 per individual per election and provided the dates of
the primary, general and run-off clections. The fact sheet also contained the following
m'lﬁcﬂﬂﬂbwnn&vkhﬂhwhmlbumﬁhﬂmdmm
Augnst 6, 2004, designating $2,000 1o each of the three election cycles.” The fact sheet
space for the required contributor information but it neither requested nor

provided space for the contributor's signsture. It is CRC's opinion that the fact sheet was
an implicit designation by the contributor.

The Audit staff analyzed 37 fact sheets made available for the excessive contributors.
The contributor’s name on 12 of the fact sheets is completed in a'cursive writing and
printed on the remaining 25 fact shoets. When comparing the cursive writing of the
contributor’s name to the contributor’s contributicn check, it is apparent that the
contributor did not complete the name section on the fact sheet. Further, based on the
writing on the fact sheets it appoars that the 37 fact sheets may have been completed by a
limited number of individuals. If it is determined that the information contained on the
fact sheet was not compieted by the contributor, the contributions are not considered
designated to the general and/or run-off cloctions; but rather excessive primary election
contributions. . :

As previously stated CRC refunded $46,989. If thoexcessive portion of the sefundod
contributions were property designated to the run-off election by the contributors, CRC
had 60 days from the date of the general election to make the refunds. Given that the
refunds were made shortly after the goneral clection they would be timely. However, if
the refunded contributions were not properly designated 10 the run-off election by the
contributor, the refunds were required to be made within 60 days of receipt of the
contsibution and therefors, would not be timely. .

‘The excessive contributions were not deposited into a separate bank account but CRC
maintained sufficient funds to make the neoessary refunds. This matter.was discussed at
the exit conference. CleWaMhdhmmmMm CRC
mdmuhmﬁhnu‘llmwm

3 mfmuumumuuﬂmmubuem “The
reguistion considers this dats 10 bs the primery election dats. (11 CFR §100.2(cX(4)XD)

3 mﬂwmmmummumumu
the ren-off sloction. The candidate did not partivipate ia the sun-off election.

M—_...l -
Pege Ll or IS
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Interim Aundit Report Recommendation and Committes

The Andit staff recommended CRC provide evidence demonstrating that the
contributions were not excessive. Such evidence should include copies of any fact sheets
that were not made available during the audit, and documentation that demonstrates that
the contributor entered the information on the fact shests. Absent such evidence, it was
recommended that CRC send notices to the contributors informing them of the
presumptive redesignation/reattribution of their contributions and offer a refund of the
excessive portion. For notices sent to contributors, CRC was 0 provide a copy of each
notice and evidence that it was sent. Absent a request for a refund by the contributor,
these notices would avoid the need for a refund. If any contributors could not be located,
or if any refund check was not negotiated by the contributors, the sum of those excessive
contributions would be paid to the United States Treasury.

In response to the interim audit report CRC stated:

“As part of the initial fondraising for CRC, procedures were established to
be able to collect funds from contributors that were within the guidelines
for contribution limitations on a per election cycle basis. CRC personnel
used a fact sheet that alerted potential contributors of the dollar limitations
by date and asked them to acknowiedge this when making a contribution
in excess of the $2,000 election cycle limit. CRC maintsined extra bank'
accounts to accammodate singls check contributions in excess of $2,000.”
CRC continued, “When this entire issue is Jooked at from beginning to
end, no excessive contributions were retained by CRC. Donors were
notified in advance about the limitations, they were routinely offered the
fact sheet to flll out and the third cycle amounts wers refunded. CRC feels
that it was in basic compliance with the intent of this law.”

CRC has not complied with the recommendations set forth in the interim andit repost.
CRC neither provided copies of fact sheets that were not available during the audit or
demonstrated that the contributors compieted the information on the fact sheets that were
available. Absent the above, CRC could have provided copies of presumptive
redesignation/reattribution letters sent to each contributor.

| Finding 3. Mmummwnocuﬁuuum |

Summary

A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $50 indicated that 38%
either could not be associated with copies of contribution checks or lacked the necessary
records. The Andit staff recommended CRC provide the missing records or any
comments it may have relative to this meftter. In responss, CRC stated that the campaign
gopled and maintained 100% of contributor checks and could not understand why the
suditors could not match contributions to copies of checks.

P dd o IS
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Legal Standard
A. Reteation of Check Copies. For contributions in excess of $50, committees must
mgmmummdhm&umm; 11CFR

B. Preserving Documents. Committees must preserve these records for 3 sftera
report is filed. 2 US.C. §43%d) -

Facts and Analysis

A sample review of contributions from individuals in excess of $50 indicated that 38% of
the sample items could not be associated with available copics of contribution checks or
other writton instruments. However, CRC’s checks copies were not organized by deposit
or in another discernable ordér. Further', many copies of checks received from businesy
entities were not attached to a solicitation response device or otherwise annotated with
the contributor’s name. As a result some of the check copies could not be sssociated with
a specific contributor. These unassociated checks could explain some of the records that
could not be Jocated.* All of the check copies were reviewed for prohibited contributions
(See Finding 1. above)

‘The Audit staff discussed this matter with CRC at the exit conference. CRC
roprosentatives offered to send the boxes of contributor checks to the Audit staff;
m.mmmmhummmmmum

‘The Audit staff recommended CRC provide the missing secords or any commeats it may
have relative to this matter. In responss to the interim andit seport, CRC stated that all
contributor checks were copied and maintsined. CRC stated two boxes of theso copies
were made availsble for inspection at the audit site and at the campaign headquarters.
‘Therefore, CRC is at a Joss as to why the auditors could not match contributionis to copics
of checks.

As previouly stated, many copies of checks reccived from business entities that were not
attached to a solicitation response or otherwise annotated, could not be associated with a
specific contributor. This likely explsins why some sample itema appear to lack the
required documentation. The Audit staff accepts CRC's position that its records were
materially complete.

iﬂmlln‘ 4. Failure to Disclose Occupation and Name of

Summary '
Contributions from individuals were reviowed on a sample basis. For itemized
mqmmmmummnmum-mqn

¢ Feldwork (in the New Orisens asen) was inserrupied by Hurricens Katrina aad completed in Waskington,

DC.
|
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name of the employer for 30% of the contributions. There was no documentation to
indicate CRC used beat efforts to obtain, maintsin snd submit the missing contributor
information. The Audit staff recommended CRC demonstrate that best efforts were made
or contact each contributor for whom the required information is missing and amend its
roparts to disciose any information obtained. In response, CRC filed amended reports
Mmﬂummhum

Legal Standard

A. Roquired Information for Contributions from Individuals. For each itemized
contribution from an individual, the committes must provide the following information:
The contributor’s full name and address (including zip code);

‘The coniributor’s occupation and the name of his or her employer;

‘The date of receipt (the date the commities received the contribution);

The axnount of the contribution; and

The election cycle-to-date total of all contributions from the same individual, 11
CFR §$100.12 and 104.3(a)(4) and 2 US.C. §434(b)(3XA).

B. Best Efforts Ensures Compliance. When the treasurer of & political committee

shaows that the commitice used best efforts (see below) to obtain, maintain, and submit

the information required by the Act, the committee's repotts and records will be
considered in compliance with the Act. 20.8.(2.!4320:)(2)0).

C. Definition of Best Efforts. The treasurer and the committee will be considered to
have used “best efforts” if the comnitteo satisfied all of the following criteria:

e All written solicitations for coatributions included:

o A clear request for the contributor’s full name, mailing address, cccupstion,
and aame of employer; and
_ 0 The statement that such reporting is required by Federal law.

o Within 30 days after the receipt of the contribution not accompanied by complete
information, the treasurer made at loast one effort t0 obtain the missing
information, via either & written request or a documented oral request.

o The treasurer reported any contributor information that, aithough not initially
provided by the contributor, was obtained in a follow-up communication or was
contained in the commitiee’s records or in prior reports that the committes filed
munmmmmm_umuum).

Facots and Analysis
Ammﬁimmmmmmhmmcacmm

disclose the contributor’s occupation and/or nams of employer for 30% of the tested
contsibutions. In some instances, the missing information was recorded on solicitation
response cards contained in CRC's records. For the remaining contributions that were
MMMWMMMbMMCRCM
best offorts 10 obtain, maintain and submit the information. .

MMquhmm_mcprnm

/
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Interim Audit Report Recommendation and Committes Response
The Audit staff recommended CRC provide documentation thst it exercised best efforts
to obtain, maintain and submit the required contributor informstion; or make an effort 1o
contact those individuals for whom the required informstion was missing, provide
documentation of such efforts (such as copies of letters to the contributors and/or phone
logs), and file amended reports to disclose any information obtained from such efforts. In
response to the interim audit report, amended reports were filed that materially corrected
the missing disclosure information.

| Finding 5. Failure to Disclose Disbursement Information |

review of operating expenditures revealed that CRC failed to disclose the
vendor address for 41% of the items tested. A msjority of the missing addresses were
contsined on vendor invoices found in CRC's files. In response, CRC filed amended

reports.

. Leogal Standard

Reporting Operating Expenditures. When operating expenditures to the same person
exceed $200 in an election cycle, the committes must report the:
e Amount;
e Date when the expenditures were made;
e Name and address of the payes; and
° W(aﬁdhabﬂmdﬁyhdﬁhmwmﬂe). 11 CFR
$104.3(b)X4)().

Facts and Analysis
Mwmbmwmmmmmmmwy
41% of the itomized disbursements did not disclose the veandor’s addross. However, .
approximately 98% of the missing addresses wers contained in the vendor files.

This matter was discussed at the exit conference, CRC reprosentatives had no comments.
Interim Audit Report Recommendation and Committee Response o

mmwmmmmmcmwmum
corrected the public record.

mel.z:




